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_lOCi•• with deYalopt", tNM «define .yat.".. In no inlt8nc:e shOUld the.. cost.
be recovered fram competitors.· (JL at 17).

Mr. Gillan later comments tt'* ·'trunk blUing' capability. is a COftHq\MnC8 of
Ameritech'. propoud UlS stl'UCl\.ft which require. that c:arriers purchaM trunk pons
to obtain unbundled Ihered-dedic*ed transport,· and that llAmerttllCft haa decided to
implement this option, generany o"er the o~iOn of atl potentia' ULS purchasers, witn
Ameritee:n daiming .". such an arrangement is nece• ..-y to comply with the Federal
Act. In no e"ent should these costs be impond on Ameritectl'l ri"ell.· (!R. at 19).

Mr. Gillan a.lo rwc:atculMed the TELRIC costs of UlS Billing Development
charge. by first eliminating aU costs applicable to Trunk Billing Development, tt'ten
increasing demand to indude aU of Ameritech's ·'.58 end office... H••Ise -adjusted
tne projedad detMnd to aSlume a 'Yltem-wtde deployment, with at taast two carrier.
(inetuding Ameritech) offering service at each end omca. In .adition, the demand
prcjedion _stimetes that SO.. of the offices would have 3 entr8ntI, 3tt% of the offices
would nave 4 entrants and 15-. of the offices would have 5 ent...,ts.· (Ji. at 20-21 ).

Mr. Gillan q-..stions wtwther a -~IC charge il warranted,· then provides a
matrix snowing why he believe. the Billing Establishment Charge (BEC) i• ., -effectiYe
barrier to entry" for elEC•. (~.at 21-22).

In nis surrebt.ItWI testimony, Mr. Gillan stat•• tNn s_. -ctuc:riptlon of the cost­
basjs for the BEC indicat.d a mistaken belief th. Amaritac:h must ntptOgram its billing
systems and switching .ystems for ead'\ new usar: He further states that -Amerit.ch's
proposed BEC recovers what Ameritech altage. are Its t_1 COlts to .tabllsh • billing
system that is independent of the number of carriers or end offices where unbundled
local switching i. ordered.· He then restates, based on hi. own rebuttal testimony, that
"the.e attribute. of Amaritech', ULS product are unneces.ary for a ULS network
element, were adopted by Ameritech to establish a bani. to entry, and should not be
imposed on competitors.· (WoridCom Exhibit 1.3 at 3).

Position of Staff

Staff witness PriQl questioned the appropriat."e.. of the ULS billing
development charge in both his direct (Staff Exhibit '.00 at 17) and rebuttal (Staff
Exhibit 1.01 at 4) t••tlmanie•. In his surrebuttal testimony, he indicates that -additional
inquiries" wwre made to Ameritach regarding the ULS billing e.t.bUshment chat;e•.
He note. that Ameriteeh provided updated nours for time spent provramming for U••
Billing Devetopment and Trunk Ordering OevetoS'ment, and how the actual hoUrs
shifted from Trunk Ordering to 8i11ing Cevelopment in the final analy.e.. (Staff Exhibit
1.02 at 11-12). Finany, n. addresses tne point tn.t AmeritKh i. a'.o a user Ua" at 13),
then recalCUlate. a new cost per-carrier per-switCh based on Am.ritech's updated
hours, but using a demand figure based on estirNIte. provided in Mr. Gillan's
testimony.
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. St'" .."... the Commis.i.. to orter Ameritecn to tKalculate the TELRIC co...
for ULS Billing eevelapment Ctwgel using the demend fllure Mr. Gil*, calculated
(5,2_) and the reviled COlts Mr. Price calcul.ed (Im,02I) to dlIt8tm;". the new
price per~ ,.-switet1 of 1'•.204. Staff'1 recommendation is supported by the
testlmonies Of both Mr. GHI.n, who determined the demand figure bMed on his own
independent an.lysis, .. which is luDatantiated by the te.timony of Mr. Sherry, who
pnwides updated demand information from the per$pKtive of AT&T baed on a
Jlnuaty '0, '917 order to Ament•. In addition, u~no the demeM estimate provided
by Mr. Gillan will h.,. the eff8ct of sprMding the a.mand over the IIf.- of the e.,..n.,
rather than allowing Amerltec:h to recover the eKPW\le from itl first 25 customers. The
comtMnation of theM testimonies Iendlltrong support to Stafrl recommendation on
the demand estimate.

Hawav.., Staff il not convinced tl'\at AmeritllCh should not be aUowed to recover
the COltl for ULS lilting Devetopment Ch_gel. Coats incurred by the incumtMmt LEe
to provide UN!s ...a Intwconnedion are a legitimate apen. to be recovered through
rates, and, in this instance, therw il an oDvioua need to "1"- mechanized system. to
support new services. For tna. rea.,ns, Staff recommends uaing Ameritec::h's revised
coats a. calculated by Stllff Md QivtGing thoM costs by Mr. GUI.,'. demand _im.s
to ct.termine the new TELRIC amount of 1'4.204. If it is determined. howeYw, that
Ameritech's UlS lUling Development COltl include coa••lOCillttld with its prapoMd
tranlport arrangement, tho.e costs should be exctucled from this calculation. None of
the intervening pMies plan to purchase Ameritech's arrangement. therefore it is not
plausible that they should have to rMY for it.

faoaition of Ameritech IIlinDia

Ameritecn IIHnois does not sPKific:atty addre.s this issue in its direct
testimoniel. Ba... on que.tions raised by intervenors and Shiff, Mr. O'Brien describes
the ·U.age Development and Imptem8ntatiOn Cherge- in hil supptemental reOYtta'
testimony .a a ch_rge that "recover. the COlts required to m.. the e""sive
modifications to Ameritech°s ordering and billing syltems which were necelsary to
accommodate ULS. It represents the estimated hours required to identify. an.yzet

design. code and test the changel required to modify Ameritec:h1s ordering and billing
systems for ULS.· (AI Ex. 2.2 at 2'). He also Itate. that the changel are required
beause Ameritech's -existing ordering. message recording, ratJng and billing systems"
were "not de.igned to address situation. involved in an unbundled network element
envlronmenl- usa. at 22) He further states that ·aU of Amaritech's co,.. ordering and
billing sys!tema .. affected by these change.: But for the introduetlon of ULS,
Amerited1 wcukf not be making the.. changes.

Mr. Palmer in hil rebuttal testimony statel that -tt,. total ULS billing
development cost was sprelld over a forecast of the number of switches from which
each CLEC WIll elCpeeted to order ULS. The rationale for this methodology was that
CLECs prOViding more services uSing UlS should pay their proportionate share of
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castl.· (AI Ex. 3.1 at 2"25). Mr. O'If'ien continues that -the~ UlS U...
Development charge was determined by dividlnl the total casts incurred by the
expected demand forecast,· (JL at 24) and thlt it -wu aeveto,ed baled on the belt
estimates we haclavlli,.t. It the time reg_ding hOw mlny carriers would subscribe to
ULS and in how many switches." Mr. Otlnen 1110 responded to testimony criticiZing the
demend co""'*''''' COlt calcuMation underlying the Charge. He t.tlf1ed tNt the
demand foreC8lt for this rite element was blsed on industry experience in the past 18­
2.. months. The tor.... ItIct Ameritech to conctude that only a limited number of new
entrants would purch_ ULS as their primary vehicte far leNing end u.r customers.
He criticized Wot'tGCorn's position thlt demand estimltes should ind* Amerittteh as
totally improper. H. concJudecl thlt unl... ir\tervenors -are r\OW stating that tn.'r
respective. campanies are intending to order ULS in If' of Ameritech Illinois' switChes,
we have no other evidence that the proposed charge is unreasonable.· (Jst.1t 28).

Mr. O'Bri.n, in hia~I testimony, .... ttl. linea "Mr. Price ... not
find the total charges for U_ Development Ind implementMion to be exces", his
concern, though unst...., may be that the number of ULS sLlbllCt'tbera would
significantly exceed the projected demand: (AI Ex. 2.3 at 2). He furlh. stldes that
-Ameritech IIIinoil is willing to commit to a review of this ctwge It some point in the
future Should actu8I orders arttIJor firm commitments for ULS ever ruc:h a level such
that continued application of the prapoud charge would result in any 1Ub1tanti•• over­
recovery of the costs..Should there be any customers havinoIt~ paid the currently
tariffed nonrecurrin; etw;e, appropriate refunds of a portion of those c:hWges could be
considered to the at."t that any revised prices cover the coats of such refunds.· ~
at 3).

Mr. O'Brien apposed the AT&T position that the costa for devetoping this eMrge
be recovered in 8 c:ampetitivejy neutral manner arguing that such a cost recovery
scheme inevitably would involve some carriers subsidizing other c:arn.rs. He also
comments on ltatements made by Mr. Gill., and Mr. Sherry. Hil ensww to their
recommenutfons for grNtty reducin9 the rate for Billing Development ii, "UlS is but
one choice for competitive entry and those carriers who choose this method should
bear the costs associated with UlS provisioning: Further, he Ita'•• that -Mr. GiI'an's
assertion... that Amerfteen nHds the same functionality as thlt provided to UlS
subscribers via the Usage Cevelopment and Implementation charge in order to issue
accurate bills for its own services... is not true. Ameritec:h Illinois' ability to bill its own
customers is undected by the provision of ULS to other carriers." (!SL. at 5). He
continues by rebutting MYeral other statements attributed to Mr. Gillan. ~at 6-8).

Mr. O'Brien allo respondecl to WaridCom·s argument thM the • ..."..s
underlying the Charge cannot be recov.red because they are palt coati. He auarted
that this argument is ridiculous under incremental COlt principles. Finally, Arneritec:h
responded to the asartion that costs underlying the Charge would not have been
incurred had it offered a ·common transport- option. Amerltecn contended that it would
hl"e incurred the costs irrespective of whether an additional common transport option
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is ultimately ,...,ired by the FCC. This is becauH the Charge is~ to modify its
ordering, me••• recording, rating."d billing systems to~... ULS types of
caUl, i~ve of hcNI they are transPOrted.

Commiuion Analysis and Conclusion

Wa reject AT&T/Melis· contentions th.t Ameritech IIUneis is not eMitted to
rejmbursement for the COltS reftaelH in N cn-oe. Th.charge il dHtgned to recover
costs associated with the mOdifieatton of Its ordering, menage recording, rating .,d
billing systems ~o accommodate calls on a unbundteCI network such .s: ') caUl wnlch
remain Within the switd'l; 2) allts Which onginate trom • ULS Une port and switch but
are outbound irrespective of haw local nnsport is prDVided: and 3) cans which
repreMnt incoming trafPlc entering the switch via a trunk port, and terminlltin; on one of
th. switches line ports, again regardl.ss of how transport is provided. W. note that
AmtNitech Ulinois will still need to modify it, bUling system under the common transport
option whicn we have twain ordered. The modif'fc*lons .. n.....ry to recognize
when traffic com.. over a common trunk Itw'ed with Amnec:t1 Md il delivered to an
Amenteen IJlinois line pon versus bei",; delivered to the line poft of a purchaser of ULS.

We agrM with WortdCam that Ametitec:hls charges .. based on a self-fulfilling
prophesy that few unbundled fecal switching elements witt be ordered. A per cam- per
switch chlll'll- of 133,111.1' would cost I ling•• cerri.. competing in Itt of Ameriteehls
loc:.alexchange markMs "2,000,000. This per switch charge for. new Intrant with few
or no customers in Ind of ttself creates a barrier to entry to the devetopment of any
local exenange competition.

We consider StaW's priCing proposal to De the but option presented on the
record. It is baaed on Mr. GU..,', far mora realistic dem.,d estimate., and is
substanti.ted by other te.timony. Furthermore, sinea we nave rejected Ameritect't
Illinois' proposed transport arrangement. we ... with Staff that any costs associated
witn tl"l.t arrangement should be excluded from the ch_ge. Aecordingty. we direct
Ament.en Illinois to recalculate the U,age Development and Implementation charge in
accordance with the Staff proposal.

C. Po" ChatgU

AT&TIMeI argue that Ameritech Illinois' tariff unacceptably imposes separate
charges for line-side and trunk-side ports. Thele parties contend that itl imposition of
separate enarges is inconsistent with the FCC's definition of ULS as including both
line-sIde and trunk-side functionalitie.. Accord'ngly. they contend that the ULS
purchaser should pay a Ilnole monthly recurring charge, and that a separate ULS trunk
port enarge is appropriate only if a carrier decides to purchale dedicated port facilities
for connection to one of Ameritlch's three transport optionl.
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ArMritaen Illinois can" that the~. are not well founded, becau..
there i. no "..•••ry """hip between tne nurn_ of n".,... portI on the one
Nina arid trunk..... poftI on the ather twld tn•• purc::n.er mar order. The number
of trunk-lide parts in .....ion tolin.side ports will be • function of the type of ttaNpoM
options which. purcNMr wishes to utilize or, alternatively, whether. UlS purchuer
wlSMa to send traffic over tne Company's, public switch network. FUI"ther, Amentec:h
contends tMt their position amounts to wenting • common trunk-port option which
Ameriteen l1Iino" argues is inconsistent with the~ CtwgtI Ft8farm Order and the
dilCU••fon therein ccncemint the recovery of port coats on either a dedicabtd ba.is or
on a per minute-cf-use basil associated with an ecce•• trunk.

c.mm;••ion Analysis and Conclusion

Consistent with our aectliorl on common~ _ conclude that tne
reque.ted fundionatity should be provided. Moreover, Arneritech Illinois shall impose a
single monthly recurring charge for its UlS offItring ina'ui of ...,..e et'I8rgeI for line
side and trunk side potts un.... the ULS purch.... a'sa decides to purcha.e dedicated
port faciliti•• for connection to one of Am.itech Illinois' thrH tran.port option•.

D. Swftch "..,,,,. ,...,,,.., I'fDC_

AT&TJ Mel

Another flaw that AT&T and MCI note in Ameritechls ULS offering i. the Switch
Feature Request (·SFRa) Process, similar to a BFR praceu, to obtain access to certain
switCh functions which the switch is cap8ble of providing but th8t .... not currently
available from Ameritecn 8t retail. (AT&T Ex. 8.0 at 15). A BFR process is "either
necessary nor appropriate when tn. switch capability for a cettain fundion already
exists and just "eeds to be "turned an" for CLEC UN. (AT&T Ex. 8.0 at 14.15).
Requiring a CLEC to pursue • lengthy BFR procna when the switch already il ~bl.
of providing the functionality would be unnece.....Uy time consuming and cumbersome
and, al a result, an anticompetitive attempt to con1f'lieate and delay CLEC operations.
(AT&T Ex, 8.1 at 21).

Arneritech'l attempt to alleviate these concems via its propOsed 'SFR process
misses the mant. While AT&T and Mel aGree that some type of procedure is
necessary to actlvat. a fe.tur. that Ameritech does not currently make ava,'abI. at
retail. the procedure should be simple and expedient. Its proposed procedure, which
lingers o"er more th., twa months and cant••ns many potentially unnece.sary steps,
unduly eX1ends the time it takes to make a feature opwational. (AT&T Ex. 8.1 at 20­
22).

Additionally, they contend that the Company's proposal that these feature
requests be evaluated on • IWltcn-by-switcn basis and that requ.... to activate
feetures in multipl. switche. require negotiated completion interval. also needle.sly
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extend the praat.. Ttwa i. no Y81iG reason wtry • CLEC should nat be able to place
I blanlalt ore*' far • awttch f'eature - for _mple, in II' IWitcheI in which that feature
i. J'eIident in MIA' - once the right to use the future hal been "'ilhed. (AT&T Ex.
8.1 It 23).

.Amerttech IlIIno's

ArMrited'l Illinois r••ponds to the AT&TIMCI. complaint. coneaming the SFR
Pracesa it offered. Ameritec:h Illinois propo.... switQh future request prac:eu wt'Iictl
permits ~ers to _ivate fe"''' that .. resident in • switch, but not currently
offered to carriers or end users. Ameritech contend. that this procell is necelMf'Y.
becau.. it ..abies the Company to check the swttchea in whic:h the feature il
requelted and to perform the necessary mak.ready work to mllke sure that the switch
and the features wene together property and tnat the 'uturw can be billed property.

CommIu'on Analysl. 1M Concl.,on

W. cenclude tnet AmlJritee:n U1inoi1' propOMd switch feature request process is
a re.sonable me.ns for the company to maken~ adjustments to its billing
syst.m or to c:t'Mtck its switching systems when I new sottw.re feature is activated. we
r.jed th. contentio". that the proces. is Inticompetitive, rather it is • prudent and
necassary precaution.

E. Ce,,'"C".,..
AT&T/Mel

AT&T and Mel point to the UlS tllriff _ containing yet another iNlPPf'OPriate
cnarge on CLECs, lpec:ificatty an additional monthly ctwge of 1445.85 for the- Centra
"system fe.tur.s" related to the UN of the Centrex Com.".,., Block by the ClE~, ret.il
customer. This charge is duplic8tive, however, because Centrex "system fe.tur........
among the available f••tur.s of the unbundled switch to which the ULS subscriber is
entitled, by definition.

They argue lh. Am.ritech cannot properly require ULS purchaNts to pay for
Centrex fe.tures on • per-adi".tion basis. The.. parti.. cit. to ~12 of the~
Qrder. which references UlS induding "all vet1ieat f..... '" including ... Cent....•
Pursuant to this I~, they cont.nd that the CompMy mu.t milk. all Cantre.
features avail.ble without c:nlrging individually fer tham.

Ameritech Illinois Position

Am.rit.en nlinoi. respondl to their compiaintl that It. ULS offering improperly
requires purchasers to pay for Centrex f.atures on an •a la ewte· b..... The Company
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explained through Mr. O'Brien thM C.... f....... are rnMe av8ilable through
Centrex Ifne partS but .. nat chargttd for un"" req.....ted by • ULS Centrex
customer. Amerttecn CMtena tn. it would ~ improper for it to attem~ to .ali",.. me
demand for ttwM featyres and then .,.... them into a line port charge, ttw'ebV
cau.ing all ULS customers to contribute to the recovery of such a c:ost, even though
some CUlto",.,.. woutd not wish to purcn_ some or any C.ntrex features. Further, it
c:amenas .that its propoaal for recovering Centrex COlts is conaistent with the~
Qal•. which contempl.... individual fNture. betng obtained -.t colt-based rat••.•
(FCe 0riIr. , 414.423).

Commission Anatyala and Conclualon

w. consider Ameritech Illinois' appro8Ch to be reuonabIe baNd on Itl
assertion that the Centr. feature is not charged for unl... requeated by a ULS
customer.

".ilion of Amerttech Bllnoia

Amerttech Ulinois argues that end-to..nd network .'e",."t bundling would have
e chilling affect on entry from facititi....based providers inyesting in alternative
technologies and dlsadvant_ facilitiea-baMd campetitors (who build their awn
facilities) against carri.,.. off.i,. local .-vice throt.I;h end-to end UNE service. (AI
ex. 6.0 at 10-1 1). The Com".ny .'so ..,.. that such end-to-end bundling would
allow new entrants to circumvent the re..le restrldions. joint marketing restrictions and
unavailability of intraLATA toll dialing parity that would affect new entrants relying on
resal. to provide local SaMQI. (AI Ex. 6.0 at 27-29)..

Ameritec:tl t11lnois rasponds to the StMf and WorldCom criticisms concerning its
tariffs and whether tMy proVide UNE combinations, or a ·platform.- First, it ques that
Staff makes In ,unnecess~request that the Commission reaffirm that the Company is
prohibited from restricting end-tCHnd network el.",ent bundling by stating that it in no
way restricts such bundling of network elements.

Further, AlTHaritech Illinois responds to WortdCom's contention that it hal not
proposed prices for network ••ment combinations. Ameritech argues that it is
inappropriate to proceed on the assumption, as WortdCom does, that there is a on.
size-fitl-all platform which wtll pl•••& all purchasers. The Company points out that
there are numenK.Il permutations with reaped to the design platforml and different
combinations of UNEs b••ed on the services which a UlS purchaur wants to provide
Ilself in combination with those elements which are purcha.ed from Ameritech IlIinoi•.
Further, Amerit.en contends that as a matter of law, the company fully complies with
the FCC's rules. First, it points out that it does not in any way restrict requesting
telecommunications carriers from combining network elements purChased from it.
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Furtrw. ArMrftech points out thai it doe. nat deny ,...,.st. for netwartt Mments that
contain cur1'Wlt combinations of UNEI, such. I loop and I port.

In its Repty to Escaption•• AmeritHh Illinois maintains that the prtc:as of UNEs
ardared in combination mult be the sum of (1) the rllCUt1ing en.,-gas for _ch element
in the combination ptus (2) 1M .,UcaDle ".,........,mno chargM for any work actually
performed by Amenteen minoil to provide the comDination. It ....ttl that for some
combinations the _abl. recurring and norncurring chqel mly be determined
on .-generic balil, but most other combinations require at I... some custom deaign or
enginnring work and the applicabl. chargel cannot be determined until the specific
combtnatlon is actually ordered. It note. thai most combinations identified by
ATITIMCI. many of which AT&T na agreed to order thtDugn • bona-fide request
process, indude dedicated t..."spart and cultom routing. The c:h.-ges will depend on
the specific transport and routing reque.ted.

Ameritec:h Illinois requests that it be .UOW8d to submit a hi"" Md cost IUPI'O"
for the FCC-defined shared transport, ."d a =- stuGy to develop non-recun1ng
cnarges for the loop/line card/shared transport combinltion.

Position of Intervenors

WoridCom arguel tn. Amerlteehi~ hal flitad to let forth prtc:ea far
network element combinations. WorteiCom~ th8t ....... the FCC" ru.... the
"LEe shall not _parat. req.....-t NItwot1c elements that the incumbent LEe currently
combines. It argues thllt Ament.en does jUlt thil, by not setting forth prices for current
network element combinations.

WorldCom witness GiUen testified that non-recurring enarges tnat .,ply to
individual network etementl are not ~propri.t. when th... components are ordentd
as eaistin; combinations. AmeritICh would be performing sYDstantiaUy diht'ent
adivittes for individuai .'ements, such • circuit disconnections. insertion of tnting
points and crol.-eonnectiana to another netwof1c thlt do not appty when current'
comcinations are ord.,... Ordering existing network etement combinations minimizes
the cost and delay of moving cultornera among competing local providers.
Standardized ordering procedures would be similar to a PIC change of long distance
carriers, causing m;nim" NWt-racutTing char... and processing. WorldCom argues
that the current PIC change en.r;. of fiye dollars per line substantially .xceeds its cost
and should be used •• ... interim r.te whil. the Commiuion require. Ameritec:h to
provide a COlt bills in setting a permanent nonrecurring charge for a requesting
ca"ier's ordering of Ameriteeh's ea;sting network element combinations.
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Staff... tn. positton that the Commission should reaffirm ita c:oncNIion in tn.
whole..'e proceeding, Docket 95..Q45!19S.QS3" tnat Amenteen is prohibited from
re.tricting end·to..nd network element bundling.

Commission Analysl. and Conclusion

The Commission rejeds Ameritech lIIinoi&' critique of end-to-end network
.Iement bundling." IItat8d in our Order In DodIIt 11445M)01, the offering of end­
to end bundling il consistent with the requi"""" .. forth in at. 1III At:k. Th.
Commission allo agrees wi:h StaW. position tt1at th.... are signific.nt benefitI to the
avIIllability of .nd·to-end network element bundling .. a means of provisioning local
se"'ice. For .xample, with the availcility of end-to-end network etement bundling. the
new ent,.."t will not be tied to the incumbent LEe's retail price struc:ture. 1'herefore, it
can provide .nd UHrs with. wider wray of ..-vice offerings and pricing options.

The U. S. Court of Appeal. 1111 Circuit ,...ched a similar conclusion in ita dlcilion
where it held that -delpit. the petition.rs' eatlnliv. -vuments to the cantrwy, '"
believe that the FCC's det.",iNltion that a competing carri.. may oDtain the .iNty to
provicM t.'ecommunicMionl ..",icel enti...,y tt'tr'augh an incurnDent LEe's unbundled
network elements is ....01'\.... especially in liIht of oUt 9ciaiDni reprding the
validity of other specifte FCC rutel.· W. note that ..,it. the concems tt raised in its
testimony, Am.ritech illinois now stat.s ttwt it does not restrict end-to-end bundling and
is apparently aware that it is prohibited from doin; so.

The essence of the remaining issue between the partiea appears to be whether
(and Which) nonrecurring charge. st'tou'd apply when a competitor purchases particular
combinations of unbundled network elementl. W. conclude that the parti•• have not
provided sufficient information in thil record to enaD" us to render. deCision on tnis
matter. We dlr.ct Atner1tech llIinoil to IUM1tt additional testlmany in the ".~ It. of
this proce.ding (at. tn. time it submits its proposed compliance tariff filing) which
addresses, for each UNE combination identified by AT&TJMCI and WortdCom: 1) a
description of the extent to which the separate elements 'of each combination .re
combined in Amerlteen Illinois' own network for its awn use: 2) the separate unbundled
element prices which Amerit.ch llIinots proposes would apply to a purchase of the
combination; 3) a description of any additional adivit... and the COlli of tno.e
activities which are required to provide each unbundled element combination where
recovery of the COlts of those adiviti•• is sought ; .) an identification of each
nonrecurring charge which Ameritech Illinois proposes would or may apply to the
purchase of the UNE combination; inc:tuding an identifICation of all nonrecurring
charges which Amerit.en illinois proposes would or may apply to the situation where an
end user's existing service is converted -as is· to a new entrant and 5) a description of
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the bU. fer calculation of eKh nonrecuning charge which Ameri*" lIIinoi. propoHI
~Id or rMY apply. Am.tted'! Illinois may submit any cost studi., which it beliaves
support ttl propOI.'I.

G. .GO Calla alld rite ULS 1"at!Otm

Position of AT&T/Mel

ATITIMCI contend they have be.1 denied the ritht to provide oritiNlUng and
ttll'm'n.tin; ac:cess services for 800 calls routed in conjunction witrl the ULS nerwotk
element.

' .....0" of Amerlteeh m'nol.
Amentech Illinois r.ponded to AT&TIMCI criticisms with respect to 100 call.

and acce.. servicel under tNt ULS platform. The CompMY ..,11I;". tNt the
av.lability of IcceSS services (i.a.• accMI ch....) far 1ubsc:r1bers of ULS In ....
cantu! of 80Q S8Nices is • function of how the ICO cell il routed. When one Gf the '
ltV. tra,n,port option, otrwecl by Ameritech i, utilized, the ULI purc:h••, 11I"1
a.able accau charge. far an ICC call. By contra.. if an 100 call originates from
t"'e ULS purchaser'S line port and is routed via the Ameritech Illinois switct'*t net.ork,
the ULS purchaser is not charged for ULS us.... nor does the ULI purcha.. bill
access to the IXC.

Commi••ion Analysis Mel Conclusion

As we found in the above sac:tion regftin; originating and terminating access
c"'arge. to interexchange carriers, AmeMtech Jlllnoil' position il unacceptllbl.. 'T'here il
no sUbltantive dl.tlnction ~., the handling of 100 tnIfRe " the hand1ing of
int....xchang. trdic. W. -oain fines t"'.t carriers purcha.ing the switctl platform .,e
entitled to the ucJusive right to provide t.... exchange acce., therafrom and to ttie
exclusive right to receive the alsociated ac:c:ess revenues.

H. Swvice Qualify

Ameritach Illinoi. Po.iUon

Am.ritec:h Illinois contends that it il i~iate to adchl' in thil docket
contentions conceming ordering and previsioning inte",all for I~ and other UN!.
where tho.e issue. are being more fully .....Md in the Checklist proc••ding.
Furtt'\er, Ameriteen Illinois argues that the standards which ATaTlMet seek ar.
inconsistent with AT&T's interconnection agre.ment with Amerltech. which setl tott'"
separate (and different) performance standards for unbundled elements in comparison
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to nt80ld lrIices. Fwttw. it a.... swr. ........ton that loop pravtslGnlng
performance repottI and stanetents be the suD;eat of • ...", ..... Ameritec:h hal
never tariffed pet'for1Mf'Ce repons and standarets far its own bundlecl MNices.

AT&TIMe. compla;n that Ameritech's tariffs fail to specify provIsioning and
performance intervals far loop. and other UNes. The. P8rties contend that the
stand·.rds for tn... ".mants should be the ArM •• those for what••ale and retail
bundled service•.

AT.T at_ complained that the proposed t.iffcantain. no provisions to ensure
nandi.criminatory provisioning of loops and the platform. Am«itech witn... Alexander
testified in the Section 271 checklist proceeding, Docket ~, that the loop
provisioning interva" set forth in the AT&T/Arneritech Interconnection Ag,..."."t may
not apply to the· migration of aistin; loop f8cilitie. to a CLEC switch. ..a tNt the
cutover process m8Y subject the CLEC customer to l0noar' provisioning intwvals than
thOH experienced by Amerltec:h'. rUt customers. (AT&T Ex. '.0 at 27). Given the
likelihood that the rna;ority at CLSe loop orders will be for ....n.t. of uiating flldHlin,
elECs cannectlng unbundled loOps to tMir own IWitcNs wiN De pltlced at a distinct
marketplace disad"antage in provisioning service to their customers.

Staff Position

Stliff beli.ves that it is in....,.. simply to determine a price far a product. For
• price to be meaningful. tn.e must be an understanding of Whet form, or qua6ity, tn.
product is to be provided in. ",. UNE purchaet will have ,..ilNt••JCP8d8tions of
tne seller, in tnis case Ameritec.h Illinois, regarding ptodud timing and quality.

Staff racamm.". that Ameritec:h be netd to the UNE perfarmw"lce benchmarks
that were developed in Dockets II A8-003IOCM, as identifiecf in Schedules 3.1, 9.5.
9.10, and 10.9.2. Thes. sChedules are attached to SlIIff ex. IS.00.

Commission Analysis and Conclusion

Tne Commis.ion agr... with Sta"'s observation concaming the critical
impcrtance of service quality standards and ordering and provisioning intervals in the
UNE environment. The•• issues were extensively lili_ad in the AmeritechlATIT and
AmeritechlMCI arbitrations with virtually identical results. Similar provisions have allo
been incorporated into other interconnection ..rMmenta. Ac.c:ordfntty,~ believe it is
appropriate to direct Ameritech Illinois to include in its compUance t..-iff filing made
prior to tne second phase of this proceeding, t.lff provistanl~ incorpcnte the
service quality standards and interval. prescribed in the ftMl Inten:onnection
agreement between Ameritech Illinois and AT&T, which are identified in this record in
the schedules aUached to Staff Ex. 8. O. Th••• tariff provisions shall be subject to such

111

02/1&/9& WED 17:40 [TI/Rl NO 5114]



~1II9I-05l9

CGfWOI.

modIfIealion. • we ,....-y to COftform to any decilions ... rendet .rIer
considerlltion ofral.aed iuuea in Dock.t 16..0.04.

I. MelII.".nc. laau..

Amerttech illinois 'osition

Amerit~ lIIinoi. OPPOS" ATATJMCI'. proposal tNt its COllOCatiOn tariff 0.
amended to permit CllfTiers to pwtorm mllinten.,. on their own .....prMnt under a
collocation arrangttment. It argue. th8t such a change to the ComP8"Y" t.iffI i. not
con.istent with the Commission's rulemeking in Docket 94-0G41, where the
Commission .dopted rule. lNIking il cNtar th8t .... inwconnector using virtual
cottocation does not hav. access to virtual collOCIItion equipment for any purpose,
including maintenance.

....ltton of ATaTlMel

AT&TIMCI argue that Atneritech's collocation .." should M ...,ciH in order
to bring it Into conformity with ita I~ion ....ment with AT&T. That
agreement permits rMintenance of virtual collocated equiprrl8nt by AT&T.

Commission Analysis and Conclusion

We agre. with Ameritech Illinois that our exi.ting collocation rule (13 III. Adm.
Code 190.1'0) provides that an intatCOf"ii"ledO doe. nat have ..... to virtual
coUocation equipment for any purpose, including ma'nteNnce of thllt equipment. We
may, however, nHd to rev,sit this provision in the future.

Further, the Commission observe. that nat all carri.rs may be a. experienced in
performing maintenance .1 AT&T. Acc:ordinotY. the Comm'l.ion does not deem it
appropriate at this time to require Ameri..., minois to offer on a tariffed b.is the same
type of access to virtually collocated equipment for mainteNInce purposes .s it does to
AT&T on an agreement basis.

flositloft of Ameriteeh illinois

To support its r•• for pole attae:hmentl and conduit OCCUJ*'CY, AIneritech ha.
submittad what it t1a. co'ned an "informational tariff" slnea section 224 of the AlA gives
jurisdiction o".r the rat••• term. and conditions of ecca.s to pole., ducts, conduits and
rights-of-way to the FCC unle•• and untlt a state a.sert' jurisdiction and cettm., it,
jurisdiction to the FCC. (AT&T Ex. 8.0 at 34). If this Commi.,ion .letts its juriadiction
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over theM mati.... pursuant to section 224, then this portion of~"". proposed
t8l'iff would becDfM effective automatically. (AI Ex. 2,0 ..~).

The Compeny 8ddrnHd MV8r'It issues conoemi,. .... to pot••, conduits,
duets and rights-ot·way (t'Mnin ·structur.-) thllt were raised by the ~iea. First. it
opposes Staff's ......stion that language in itl prapoHd tariff be eliminated wt'Iich
permits it to limit the number and scctMt of structUAt ace:HI requests at any given tima
in order to ensure orderly administration of such reQuata. Ameritec:h ..;uti- that such
language is necessary in order to ensure that competition is not hampered by one party
placing an overwhelming number of requests.

Further, Ameritec:h oppoa.s Staff's rec:ommef'dation thllt tha Compeny be
required to specify an hourly charge for the apen.. of conducting periodic inspections.
It contends that sucn charge, nMCI to be developed on a ca...by-case basi.,
consistent with TELJltIC cost concepIs, beeau.. of the wide variety of situations whera
inspections will take place.

The Co",,*,y alia respondl to AT&TlMCt's positton that it needs to modify its
informational tariff for structure Keell to conform with the outcome of the AT&T
arbitrlltion decisions. In its Reply 8ri." Ameritech stated that it is willing to do so.

AT&T and Mel

AT&T and Mel urge this Commiuion to uMft Its julildlctlan ov. po"
attachment and conduit occu~cy nwtters. They further urge this Commission to
reject tne notion that, by e.erciaing this juriadietion Ameritech'l informational tariff will
become effective automatically. Inltead, they contend that the.. rate. must be
evaluated carefUlly for consistency with the law, FCC regul8ttons and their impact on
local competition. ""'V recommend that since po"s and conduit pricing must be
calculated using special cast guidelines, a separa. docket may be necessary. (AT&T
Ex. 8.0 at 35). Finally AT&T and MCI note that Ameritechll informational tariff is at
odds with portions of the Cornmis"onls nitration decisions. They _QUe that
Ameritec:h's informational tariff should be modified in thr.. ,..Ipeds to conform with the
AT&T arbitration decision. First, tha tariff should be modified so that Ameritech does
not require evidence that AT&T has authority to occupy • pwticular right-ot·WIIY.
Second, the t_iff should be modirsed to eliminate language requiring that employ... of
AT&T/Mel or their contractors who work on structure have qualifications equivalent to
Ameriteen employ..s and contradors. Finally, they contend that its tariff improperly
limits access to its rights-of-way.

St.ff

Staff identified Mveral' issues relating to Ameritech's witt Iquage. Staff Ex..
6.00 ilt 3-9. During tha proceedings, several of tho.e issues have been addre.sed and
satisfactorily resolved between Ameritech and Std. There are, however, some issues
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tNt ,..".in outltanCling. Staff had identified that in PM 2, sac:tton 8, ShMt "
P.,... 1 ", the tariff doc:Ument only caDle television systems were listed for
ettacnmerrt to potu, ducts, conduits and right.o#-ways. Shiff luggel1ed thet thil
lang..... be ...... to include new LEe. in this tir'lt p••gr. of the section. (Std
Ex. 6.02 • ...s, StdEx. 8.00 at I).

AmeritllCh JIlinois identifted that elsewhere in the tMfr. th.,. is • definition which
inch..... new LEea (Part 2, Section 6. Sh••t 2) and expansion of the langu.ge is not
n.eded. (AI Ex. 2.1 at 23).

Although Std ...aliz., that this definition section exiats. it recommend. that. tn
order to .nsure charity, the initial par.apn of thil section should be expanded to
inc:lude new LEes.

Staff identifiecl that there i. in Part 2, Section 8, p....aph 8, • statement that
the compa':'Y may "limit the number and scope of l1IqUeata for att8Ching __ being
proces.ed at any time and may prescribe a procea for orderty administration of such
requests... This ..n'...... whic:n relates to the pole•• ducta, conduits and right-of-ways,
is not clear in how it shall be administered. Staff recommended that, un'-u Amerit8ch
can demonstrate that a scunel r..son exi.ts for the limiting and tNt safeguards to
pre..nt the hampering of competitiOn are pres.nt, the language should be deteted.
(Staff Ex. 6.00 at B).

Altnough Amarttech did ptovide an example of how the limiting~ be
invoked, St." still indicated that it wal concerned thllt the Comp8ny could impact
competttion negatiyely by not proces.in; requests, or at ,...t be accused of same. (AI
Ex. 2.1 at 24, Std ex. 6.02 at 5"). Therefore, because Ameriteen hu not
demonstrated that safeguard. will exist to prevent the hampering of competition, Staff
recommended that this language be deleted.

Again relating to pole•• duets, conduits and right-of-ways, in Part 2. section 2,
Sheet 12, Paragraph 12 of the proposed tariff, Ameritach stat.. that It shall "make
periodic inspections of the attact'lments of attaching partie. on the Company structure•.
AUaernn; party will reimDurse Company for expense of such inspections." The amount,
however, of the reimbursement for tne e.pense is unknown. Although Staff did not take
exception to Ameritech making the.e Inspections, it rec:ommended that the charge. be
Identified for both the Commission and the new carriers. (Staff Ex. 6.00 at 6-7).

Mr. O'Brien stated on pages 24 and 25 of nil rebuttal testimony that it 6. not
possible to show adual charges in tne tariff for Ameritech to make periodic inspedions
of the attachments of the attaching party for poles, ducts. conduits and right-of-ways.

Staff suggested that. r.alazing the scope and complexity of the attaching patties'
structure and that thOle attachments will vary, the Company should identify at least an
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houriy rate far Ita inspection. WIth this inform.", I:ltCIth theC~ Md new
C*riers can ""ew tho.. c:hergH for aJ»Propril.tene... (Stllff ex. 1.02 .. I).

COI'IIIftlulon Analysis and Conclusion

The Commission choo... to assert its jurisdiction ave, pote att8Chment and
conduit occupancy matters now to allow it to esta"'ish policies and pricing for pole
ahehments and condUit occupancy cansist.nt with the policie. and prices it ha•
• stablished in other.~. of the local telecommunications market.

The Commisaion rejects any notion thai Ameritech's Informational Tariff would
be automatically effective. Like every other aspect of Alfteritech', tMiff, iq propoHd
rat.. and conditions for att8d'1rnents to poles, occupancy of duds and conduit space
and access to rights-of-way mUll be carefully evatuatedfor con",tency with the law.
FCC regulations and it. impact on tM development of 10C81 competition, I nlClUity
automatic effectiveness doe. not -'lard. hcause poie and condUit pricing must be
calculated using special cost guidelines (other than TElRIC)•• separate docket will be
initiated to evaluate all relevant 'adon.

Since~ a,.. initiating a separate ctocket we wilt nat require AmeritlCh tIIinail to
develop a single hourty ehIIr;e for inspections. Ameritec:h indk:attts thllt it CIIrInOt
develop a ·one-size-fits-.lr charge. We willevalult. that .IHrtion in the new docket

In its Reply Brief. Ameritech Illinois indicated tNt to alleviate a number of
concerns rai.ed by AT&T f it would conform its tariff language to the decis;on in the
AT&T I Ameritech arbitration.

There is no evidence that AmeritllCh's language rlMtVing authority to lim;t
requests for structure is intended to be a tool for anticampetltive behavior. It appears
rationally related to • genuine need to ensure an orderly and fair adminiltr8tton of th.
process. Therefore, we will not require deletion of the language. We do. however,
consider the development of more specific stand8l'al regarding trw potential problem
Am.riteen has identified to be .. fair subject of inquiry in the follow-up Structur. Docket.

#(. Inferi", Numbe, Portability

Position of Ameritech Illinois

On page • of Mr. O-Irian's dired testimony. AI Exhibit 2.0, he not.. that the
September 27. 11M filing .... the rate. for number port8illty Hf'Yice. at zero pending
the development of • neutral cost recovery mec:h.,iltn.

Furlher, on pages 43 and +4 of his direct testimony, he notes thai the only
enange in the proposed tariff is to reflect the Commission's interim order in Docket 95­
0296 to suspend the enarges applying to the slINiea pending the Commission approval
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d. CDdI".itively """al ..... provicler number potUabtlity (-PN"') ..c lWCOYerymedWti8m."""" by the FCC in its order in Docket ..2•. In other woral, aU
rate leve'... at zero until such time •• a competitively neutral cost mac:hMiam can be
determined. In the interim, the Company is trKking the costs of providing SPNP for
recoyery under this mechanism.

It i. S_s ~ion that Ameritach proy;. INP at a zero rate.
AmeritltCh should be allowed to book its short-run marginal costs to a deferred account,
subject to later recovery from .., teteeammunic:ations tWrie,. on a campetjtiyely neutral
ba.is a. determined by the Commission.

CommiU6on Analpie and Concluaion

It a",..rs _ thoUgh there is no d.. here. Ameritech Illinois' actions .e
consistent with Std's proposal.

Staff

It is Stafrs recornmendatian tnat at. new LEe. and their customers have
nondiscriminatory acc.u to directory liMine-. This meant that ...u to diree:tory
listings should be provided to new lEes at the same price e. ArnentItCt'lI1Uno" charges
its customers. Staff's recommend.ion will ensure tn.t one carrier does not obtain a"
unfair competitive adyant8ge with respect to directory listings.

Commission An.'pia and Conch_ion

The Commission i. un..... of any dispute ragllt'ding tnis point

M. Acc_ To AlN Trigg.rs

In ita hIM"'" 27, 1_ UNE tariff Ameritech inducted • Section entitled
-Advanced Intelligent NIIIWOI1(' (AIN) (lit. C.C. No. 20, Pirt 19, section 13, Sheet 1-22).
This section described a service thac would allow tetecammunicatlona camers
mediated access to AIN facilities in order to deYetop AIN services. This section was left
vacant in the proposed tariff attKhed to Mr. O'Srien's direct testimony.
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Mel witnesS Geily .....: -To the .xtent AlN ~..mtie••• canliOnd
femum and functions of the IWitd'l and to the ._nt tn.y a... available in AIrwit.ch's
network thole f.atures and functions must allO be availlbl. to u.... of unbuncf'-d,
local switching: (MCI Ex. 1.0 at 10)

In ...sponse, Mr. O'Brien st.. that -the Commiuion found that AlMrItac:tt
lhould not be required to off.. AlN at this tim. because of the techniCilI problems that
ntIIId ta be resolved. and therefore defMT'ed reaolution of theM is...s to ongoing
industry forums.- (AI Ex. 2.2 at 21). However. Mel claims that the deCision in Dockets
91 AI 4)3IIIS AI.Q04 that Mr. O'lrien r..... ta cites unmediated access to AIN
triggers to be problematic; it does not r"" to mediated access.

Staff

Staff 8,r_ with Melon this issue. ,. a relult. it recommends that Ameritech
be required to reinstate the I..... of the S"""'" 27. 1_ UNE tariff reg.-ding
AIN. If investigation of wider access ta AIN triggers il n••ded, that can be add...SMd
in a separate proCHdin9.

Position of Amlritech Illinois

AmeritlCh Illinois argues that the record of this procHding is not suflicient for
the Commission to mllke a determination on the issue of IICCeSS to AIN triggers. It
points out that Staff has fileG IIbIolutely no tutimony in this proceeding in support of its
polition that its tariffs snould be amended ta require -mediated aecass ta A'N faciliti••
in order to develap AIH services.· Ameritech points out the Staff has filed testimony in
this matter in the Checklist proceeding.

Commission Analys's ana CoMluaion

There is virtually no information in tna record regarding this issUl. therefor. it is
best addressed in other Cammlssion forums.

N. Umitationa ofU.bility

AT&T maintained that Amentec:h's tariff contains a limitation of liability provision
whicn is inconsistent wtth various arbitration decisions rendered by the Commi.,ion
and should be rejected. Specifically, tha language contained on III. C.C. No. 20. PM
19, Section 1, Sh_ts e.g cantainl provilions attampting to limit its liability for damage.
resulting from its willful or intentianal miscondud. This Commi"ion .'ready has found
th.t such a limit i. "commercially unreasonable and potentially anticompetitive." (AT&T
Ex. 7.0 at 30). It says Amariteen's tamt must be updated to conform wtth the politlans
adopted by tha Commission on th... issues.
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Atnerit8Ch tHinoi. Itated tMi it was un.... to .....in whM .,.effie Iquae­
AT&T WIll ,..,."..", to. IQ it could nat meaningfully reapond.

Cammiuioft Analysis and Conclusion

In ita Reply to Exceptions, Arneriteeh lIIinoi. st8t1ld that it ha. no objection to
modifying its proposed tariff latt9u. to more ctosely conform to tN ,.".... in the
Commlsllon-approved Ameritech • ATIT intercannec:tion .....ment, although thtn
a... some carnc»tuities involved in racfraflting the Iimit.Uon of liability pnwilions in
;eneric, non-pttrty..specifIc terms. Ameritech Illinois proposed to file revisiOM in the
next pha.. of this proceeding at~ time the parties win have ." opportunity to
comment The Commissian conclude. that Ametitech lIIinoi,' suggestion is fair and
reasonable.

o. AtIIIIIIo".' "'DCee"Ift..

We recognize tt'lat this prccHdino involve. many difftcult -.d tec:hnic:at i.....
We are concemed that disputes may arise regarding tn. proper interpretation d this
Order. Accordingly, we snail make this an Interim Order and ._Ush a procedUre for
expedited compliance review.

Ameriteen Illinois nas suggested th.t it be required to ftle eupdat..- to the
TElRIC studies. We reject this suggestion. As TCO stated:

CLEC. need to have sound and stable ratas in order to prepwe business
cas.s to determine where and how to compete with incumbents- ~
pemaps where not to compete. If uncet1ainty about pric:as becomes
prolonged, this condition aione can retan:t the development of efficient
competition.

It has now been over two years since we first attempted, in the Customers First
proceeding, to establish reasonabie ground rul.. to enable the development of local
exenange competition. Competitors stilt don't know m.ny of the rul•• of the game. We
believe that tnis proceeding represents an opportunity to make our best effort to
establish what we believe ta be just and r••sonable rate., terms and conditions far
unbundled network el,.ment. and interconnection in c:ompliance with the Act. We note
that the time framttwork of our review of fOtW.d-fooking =-_ in this proc••din; is
re.sonably consistent with the two or three y"" duration of the intereolVteCtion
.....ments. We believe that thase interconnection agreemenq, which ClDntemplate
renegotiation and the submission of disputed issues to the Cornmiuion. ....ish •
r.asonab'. timetabi. for any necessary Commission reconsideration of the issues
twrein. W. have necessarily def.rred consideration of some issues, but we betiev.
that with thil Order, together with the interconnection agreements which nave been
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~ved, the~ far co""'ition is now in pi... It is time to und
telecammunicdonl carrierl out of the hearing rooms and into the marketplace.

IV. FINDING AND ORDEI'ING PAIlltAGRAPHS

The Commission Nlvin; considered the ent.,e record herein and being fully
advised in the premise. is of the opinion and find that:

(1) Illinois SeU Telephone Company, d/b/a Ameritech Illinois, and other
interwnc:n in this proceeding are telecommunications carriws as defined
by the illinois Public Utilities Ad;

(2) the Commission hal jurisdiction over the ~itt. and the subject matt. of
this proceeding pursuant to the IIUnois Public Utilities Act and the F.....,
TelecammunicMions Ad of 19. (-Feder.' Acr)

(3) the.. consolidated dockets involve, iI:!SI!: IIi& tNt prices to be c:tw;ed by
Ameritech Illinois, pursuant to Sections 252(d)(1) and 252(d)(2) til the
Federal Ad for interconnection, unbundled network· elements and local
t,..,sport and termination, IS those terms are defaned in the Act;

(4) on September 25, 1916, the Commission initiated Docket 980•• to
investigate Ameritecn Illinois' forward lOOking cost studies Ind estaDliSh
more perm.,..nt Section 252(d) prieet for Amerited'l Illinois' provision of
interccnnection, unbundled network elements and local transport and
termination under its interconnection • .,.ments witn ATIT
Communications of Ulinoil, Inc. (-AT&'r) and Mel Metro Access
Transmission Service•. Ine. rMCn pursuant to Sections 251 and 252 of
the Act;

(5) on September 27, '996, Ameriteeh IIlinoi. flied tariff rate sheets that
embodied, intlr 'lia. prlees and other terms and conditions for
interconnection, unbundled network elements and local transport and
termination that WOYld be available for purenase by .n local carriers,
induding tho.. not ~.rty to an interconnection agreement with Ameriteeh
Illinois;

(8) on November 7, , 996, we suspended Ameritech U1inai.' tariff filing and
Docket 9&-0589 was initiated to investigate tn. filing; .. thereafter
resuspended the t.riff filing on February 20, 1997; On March 8, 1997,
Docket 96-0488 and 96-0569 wer. consolidated:
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on Augult. 1117 tty~ of the parti.... di..........~ flied
in Docket ge..()56I while the investiglltion of the i.suet railed th••in
continued;

tM findings of filet _ conctusions of law let for'Ih in the prefatOfY portion
of this Order we supported by the record and are hereby adopted ••
findings of fKt and conclusions of law h••in;

Ameriteen Illinois should be ordered to rerun its cost studies utilizing (i)
the fill factor .........tianS recommended in ShIff'l testimony; (U) the 9.52
percent cost of ~iteI, •~ by Stili witness NicdIIo­
Cuyugan and (iii) the latest ~ojllGtion live... percent.... pntlCfibed
by the FCC for Am.mach Illinois, .1 recommended by AT&TIMCI witness
M-toros;

Ament., lIIinoi. should rw-n.tn its MrVice c:oardNtion f.. coat IlUdy to
remove the.. duplicate costs alntlldy inetuded in it. unbundled loop and
unbundled switching cost stUdies, and should ra-price itl .-vice
coordination fee 8CCOt"dingly;

(11) ArMritech Illinois should be requited to mae ... modification. n
adjustments to its shared and common costl ..a .lIocatlon
methodologi•••• described in the pr.ratory portion of the Order;

(12) Ameritech Illinois shoUld be required to t-.a .U actions to implement our
conclUsions on residua'. c:otlocation price., c:ommon or •snarect' transport
and OS/DA routinp. t,."siting, port ch.-ges, NYS COlts. loeIIl switching
pricel, non-r8CUrring charges, powIlr consumption charge, access
chqe•• and usag_ development 8nd implementation charges;

(' 3) the materials submitted by tNt parties in this procHding on a proprietary.
b.sis or for which proprietary trutment was requested .,.. hereby
considered proprietary and should continue to be accorded proprietary
treatment;

(14) MY petitiona, objections or motiona in th_ consolidated docket. that
NNe not been specifically disposed of shOUld be di,poled of in a manner
consistent with our conclusions herein.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that Ameritech lIIinoisn AT&T, Mel and Sprint
b., and hereby ar., directed to fil. within 45 day. of this Order amended pricing
schedules to their interconnection agreements coNtaining the prices approved herein
for review by this Commission pursuant to Section 252(e) of the federal
Telecommunications Ad of '996.
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Conso"

IT IS FUff1"HER ORDERED thet. within ~5 d8yI of the date of ttlla Order,
Ameriteen Illinois shall file revised tariffs for interconnection, unbundled nIltWcM1t
elements and loeal transport Md termination in order to fully comply with Findings (9)
through ('2) inclusive of this Order; swr and p8ttte. shall have ." ~ity to
review the filing, then this matter will be reopened anCI let for further hearing fourteen
daY' 11ft. the tariff filin; in order to determine whether the filing is in campti.nee with
this Order.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED tMt ttle Commission chao... to aercise its
jurisdiction over pole attachrMnts and conduit occupancy and initiate an investigation
into Ameritec:h'. proposed term. and condition.

IT IS FURTHER ORDEReD that tInY materia's submitted in this proceeding for
which proprietary treatment wa. requ.sted shall be ICCOt'ded proprietary t,..tment.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that any petitions, Objections or motions made in
this proceeding and not otherwise specifically diapcsed or h...in are hereby disposed
of in a manner cansistent with the conclusions contained ha,ain.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that SUbject to the provisions of Sedi~ 10-113 of
the Public: Utilities Act and 13 III. Adm. Coda 200.810, this Order is not final; it ia not
subject to the Administrative Review Law.

By Order of the Commission this 17" day of Fetwu8ry, 1998.

(SIGNED) DAN MILLER

(S E A L)

Commissioners MeDe~ott and Bohlen concurred: written opinions will
be filed.

Chairman Miller dlssented: a written opinion may b. filed.
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Platform I UNE Combination Chronology

MICmGAN

Nov. 1996: AT&T won "shared transport" in the AT&T/Ameritech Interconnection
Arbitration

Source: MPSC Case No. U-I1151/U-11152.

Ameritech interpreted the decision as allowing AT&T to purchase a
transport option that it must share with other CLECs, but not a transport
option that allows AT&T to put its traffic on Ameritech's common
network facilities.

Feb. 1997: In an effort to resolve the dispute raised by Ameritech's interpretation
(and to arrive at a final approved Interconnection Agreement), the parties
mediated the "shared transport" issue before the MPSC. The MPSC ruled
that Ameritech must provide AT&T with common transport on network
facilities shared with Ameritech.

More specifically, the MPSC found that there was nothing in the federal
Act that supported Ameritech's proposed limitations on shared transport
facilities. "Whether it makes economic sense to request a dedicated line
rather than shared transport is a judgment that the competing carrier
should be allowed to make."

Source: MPSC February 28, 1997 Order in Case No. U-11151/U-11152.

Feb-ongoing: AT&T attempted to negotiate use of shared transport/the platform with
Ameritech. No resolution was reached.

Source: AT&T/Ameritech Platform Correspondence

July 1997: The first MI TSLRIC order was issued addressing the pricing of shared
transport in MI. In that Order, the MPSC affirmed and restated its
position on the availability of shared transport in Michigan. More
particularly, the MPSC again found that common transport should be
offered as an unbundled element of local exchange service pursuant to
state law (see MCL 484.2355; MSA 22.1469(355)), fmding that to restrict
inter-office transmission options in the manner proposed by Ameritech
Michigan would be contrary to the competitive purposes and policies of
the Michigan Telecommunications Act. See MCL 484.2101; MSA
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Ongoing:

Jan. 1998:

22.1469(101). The MPSC agreed with AT&T and the Staff that denying
common transport to competing providers would work a hardship on
smaller providers having less traffic or on those seeking to serve routes
that do not have enough traffic to justify a dedicated trunk. The MPSC
adopted the Staffs recommendation for implementing common transport
service on a usage-sensitive basis and directed Ameritech Michigan to
make revisions incorporating this requirement in its tariffs implementing
its order.

Source: MPSC July 14, 1997 Order in Case No. U-1l280

Ameritech sought and was granted a rehearing on this and other issues.
As a basis for rehearing, Ameritech referenced the FCC's August 18, 1997
Order in CC Docket 97-295, its Third Order on Reconsideration and
Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking as well as the decisions rendered
by the 8th Circuit Court of Appeals.

AT&T/Ameritech Platfonn-Shared Transport discussions continued and
Ameritech continued to stonewall.

See, for example, Ted Edwards' 11/21/97 letter to Jane Medlin, in which
Mr. Edwards denies that the references to "shared transport" in the
Interconnection Agreements mean the same as "shared transport" in the
FCC's Third Report and Order.

The MPSC issued its Order on Rehearing in the TSLRIC case, again
affirming its position on state-law authorized common transport. The
MPSC found that its July 14th Order held that common transport should be
offered by Ameritech as an unbundled element of local exchange service
pursuant to MCL 484.2355; MSA 22.1469(355), concluding that the
restriction of inter-office transmission options in the manner proposed by
Ameritech Michigan would be contrary to the competitive purposes and
policies of the Michigan Telecommunications Act.

Upon review of the entirety of the record developed in the
proceeding, the MPSC also found that Ameritech Michigan was
required, under state law, to allow CLECs to utilize Ameritech's
existing interoffice facilities as an unbundled network element to
carry CLEC traffic, the rates for that element should be minute-of­
use based, and usage of the element should not be restricted. That
decision, which rested entirely upon state law, was expressly
reaffirmed.

Pre-Emption: In support of its decision, the MPSC reviewed the
decisions rendered b~ the 8th Circuit Court of Appeals and found
that nothing in the 8 Circuit's decisions could be construed as a
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pre-emption of its decision as premised on the Michigan
Telecommunications Act. To the contrary, the MPSC found that
the Eight Circuit expressly sought to preserve state efforts to open
the local exchange monopoly such as those embodied in the MTA:

"Subsection 252(c)(1) does require state
commissions to ensure that arbitrated agreements
comply with the Commission's regulations made
pursuant to section 251, but by its very terms this
provision confines the states only when they are
fulfilling their roles as arbitrators of agreements
pursuant to the federal Telecommunications Act of
1996. This provision does not apply to state statutes
or regulations that are independent from the
Telecommunications Act of 1996. Many states
enacted legislation designed to open up local
telephone markets to competition prior to the 1996
federal Act, see Iowa Utilities Bd., 109 F.3d at 427
n.7, and subsection 251(d)(3) was designed to
preserve such work of the states."

The MPSC also found that, in its Third Order on Reconsideration,
in a manner entirely consistent with this MPSC's state law order
on common transport, the FCC ordered incumbent LECs to
provide shared transport under federal law in a way that enabled
the traffic of requesting carriers to be carried on the same facilities
that an incumbent LEC used for its traffic. The MPSC expressly
referenced the following language from the FCC's Third Order in
support of its state law decision:

[S]ome parties have argued that certain aspects of
the rules adopted last August were ambiguous
which, in our view, were clear. Specifically, in the
Local Competition Order, we expressly required
incumbent LECs to provide access to transport
facilities "shared by more than one customer or
carrier." The term "carrier" includes both an
incumbent LEC as well as a requesting
telecommunications carrier. We, therefore,
conclude that "shared transport", as required by the
Local Competition Order encompasses a facility
that is shared by multiple carriers, including the
incumbent LEC. We recognize that the Local
Competition Order did not explicitly state that an
incumbent LEC must provide shared transport in a
way that enables the traffic of requesting carriers to
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be carried on the same facilities that an incumbent
LEC uses for its traffic. We find, however, that a
fair reading of our order and rules does not support
the claim advanced by Ameritech that a shared
network element necessarily is shared only among
competitive carriers and is separate from the facility
used by the incumbent LEC for its own traffic.

The MPSC also discussed the manner in which the FCC had explicitly
addressed Ameritech's argument that the FCC's Local Competition Order
required sharing only between multiple competitive carriers. While the
MPSC did not rely on the Federal Act or the FCC regulations to render its
decision, it concluded that its order was entirely consistent with the FCC's
implementing orders on common transport.

The MPSC concluded: "Nothing in this record therefore leads this
Commission to alter its July Order on common transport or to change the
position which we have consistently held in the other dockets where the
Commission has separately addressed the issue of common transport.
Thus, the Commission finds that its July 14th Order requiring Ameritech to
offer common transport as an unbundled network element on a minute-of­
use basis pursuant to MCL 484.2355; MSA 22.1469(355) is just and
reasonable. That Order is therefore affirmed."

Source: MPSC January 28,1998 Order in Case No. U-11280.

The MPSC expanded the rationale of its state-law based decision on
shared transport to UNE combinations in a decision rendered in an
arbitration between BRE and GTE. More specifically, the MPSC held:

"Pursuant to Section 252(e)(3) of the federal Act, 47 USC 252(e)(3),
Congress preserved the states' authority to establish and enforce additional
requirements in arbitration proceedings. Thus, although Section 251 of
the federal Act haS been interpreted not to support requiring an incumbent
LEC to combine elements on request, there is no prohibition on enforcing
state law to that effect. Additional state-imposed conditions and
requirements are only pre-empted when inconsistent with standards
expressed in Section 251. 47 USC 261 (c).

Although the Court vacated the FCC's rule requiring incumbent LECs to
combine requested elements, the Court did not hold that it would be
unlawful for an incumbent LEC to accede to a request to combine
elements. There is nothing in Section 251 of the federal Act that prohibits
an incumbent LEC from combining elements at the request of a
competitive LEC. The MPSC therefore concludes that the requirement to
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